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I. History and Definition 
 
I will start with a short history of satire. 
 
The father of the Greek satiric drama is Aristophanes, who wrote his comedies 400 BC. At 
this time, satire wasn’t a separate literary style. The first great Roman satirist was Quintus 
Horatius Flaccus, who criticised human weaknesses in his work Sermones. Decimus Junius 
Juvenalis wrote much more aggressive satires than his predecessor. He criticised the 
weaknesses of the Roman society, above all hypocrisy, greed, sexual excesses, perjury and 
corruptness. Another Roman satirist was Petronius Arbiter. A very famous scene from his 
work Satyricon is the “Banquet of Trimalchio”, where the host vainly tries to change an 
obscene conversation into a discussion about philosophy and literature. 
 
In the Middle Ages, the most common forms of satire were those on women, clerics and 
members of several social standings. Geoffrey Chaucer combined the contemporary forms of 
satire in his work Canterbury Tales. 
 
In the 16th century, the prose form of satire became more and more important. Masters of this 
genre are François Rabelais, Sebastian Brant and Miguel de Cervantes Saavedra. 
Cervantes was annoyed by all the books and stories about knights that were published in his 
time. So he decided to write a satire on it. The result of this was his most famous work El 
ingenioso hidalgo Don Quijote de La Mancha, which is still one of the most popular books of 
all time. There is even a musical about the story of Don Quijote called The Man of La 
Mancha. 
 
In the 19th century, satire became less important, but there were still many masters like Mark 
Twain, Charles Dickens, Oscar Wilde and Ambrose Bierce. 
 
Modern satire has its origin in the USA. Babbit, written by Sinclair Lewis, was also very 
successful in Europe. One of the most important works of this time is Brave New World, 
written by Aldous Huxley. This novel is the vision of a negative Utopia, similar to Orwell’s 
1984. Michail Bulgakov showed that even a dictatorship cannot defeat satire, only repress it. 
His masterpiece Master I Margarita was released in 1966, 26 years after it was written. 
 
Back to satire itself: Satire usually means literary work designed to demonstrate human 
dumbness through the use of mockery and derision. Satire also uses exaggeration, irony and 
other methods to emphasize its aims and messages. More about that later. 
 
It is not clear, where the word satire came from. First of all: It did certainly not derive from 
the Satyrs, those “ram-esque” followers of the god Dionysus. 
There are two theories that might explain the origin of this term. There is the Greek word 
“satura” which means “chaos” or “confusion”. The second possible origin is the ancient 
Rome. This theory is the more probable one, as the Romans were the ones to make satire a 
literary style and a form of art. 
 
The Latin adjective satur, satura, saturum means “well-fed”, “rich” and “full”. This word 
developed into the noun satura which at first meant “disarrangement”. Originally, satura was 



used as another word for the dramatic, improvised farce. Lucilius and Flaccus turned the 
meaning into “lampoon”, while Quintus Ennius still used it as a term for actually non-satiric 
poems. 
 
“Difficile est saturam non scribere” (it is difficult not to write satire), said the Romans and 
they wrote satire. “Satura tota nostra est” (Satire is all ours), added Quintilian and he was 
right, at least at his time. It was the Romans who gave “satire” the meaning it now has. 
 
Satire as a part of the literary studies was for a long time neglected. It was considered “un-
poetic” for its roughness, its lack of solemnity and several other (putative or actual) attributes. 
This is, of course, no more so. Nevertheless satire can’t be called a separate literary style, as 
there is no unified definition for it, because – as Wittgenstein put it – there is no characteristic 
that every satire has to have. It is also impossible to subordinate any literary style under satire. 
A parody, for example, is mostly satiric, but it doesn’t necessarily have to be. Satire is rather 
an intention in literature. Real satire doesn’t present the reality, because this would be too 
depressing. It deforms reality without losing the connection to it. 
 
Satire is only dependant on reality and therefore on the development of the different political, 
cultural and social currents. When the social or political situation in a country changes, a 
satire about it will soon cease to be a satire. An example: Gulliver’s Travels actually is a bitter 
and sharp satire. If you read it in the present time, the knowledge about the social situation of 
the time it was written is missing. Therefore it is not a satire on something anymore. Today, 
this book is mostly read as a children’s book. We can only observe how well it is written, 
which symbols are used and so on. But as the connection to reality has completely 
disappeared, it has turned from a satire to a completely normal novel. 
 
Main topics and targets of modern satire: 
 

•  Individual or general misbehaviour 
•  Misbehaviour of special social classes 
•  Institutions like bureaucracy, dictatorships, the clergy and the military 
•  Human vice and weaknesses like envy, greed and corruptness 
•  Politics 

 
Features of modern satire: 
 

•  Exaggeration 
•  Contradiction 
•  Distortion 
•  Confrontation 
•  Exposure 
•  Abridgement 
•  Detraction 
•  Irony 
•  Abstraction 

 
 



II. Satire in cartoons 
 
We heard much about satire in books, but can satire also exist in cartoons? Many people think 
that the humour in cartoons only consists of senseless slapstick, which is completely wrong. 
 
There is for example a series called Pinky and the Brain, which is about two mice who try to 
take over the world. The series was created by Steven Spielberg, who shows us how well 
slapstick can coexist with satire if both are used in the right way. The series is mainly a social 
satire, showing us the stupidity of human culture. It also makes fun of the proverb “If you try 
hard enough, you can achieve everything!” The two are trying very hard and every night, they 
have great ideas, they are working for hours, but they always fail. Another example: A poor 
child that lives in the streets and has to steal food to survive has no chance of becoming 
president when it is grown up. It’s sad, but true… 
But before we get miserable, let’s get to the real topic: An even better example for satire is a 
series called The Simpsons. 
 
To avert any misunderstandings right from the beginning, let me give you a quote from the 
series: 
 
If cartoons were meant for adults, they’d put it on prime-time. 
(Lisa Simpson, 7G12) 
 
Well, they put The Simpsons on prime-time. Period. 
 
Let’s face it: Since the tenth season, the series is just an accumulation of lame jokes, slapstick 
and visual effects, but in the early nineties, it was a hilarious show full of satire, irony and 
well-portioned criticism. This show shows clearly that satire is actually possible in cartoons. 
Satire is one of the oldest and the most sophisticated forms of comedy and although it has 
disappeared on The Simpsons in the late nineties, satire itself will live on. 
 
This series had different styles of episodes: The normal ones, the slightly weird Halloween 
episodes, the occasional “clip shows” and the satires. Most episodes from the first nine or ten 
seasons of the series had satiric elements in them, but there were some that were real satires. 
 
There are three major types of satire: Social satire, political satire and media satire. I will 
present each one of them by the example of one or two episodes from the series. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



III. Social Satire 
 
Krusty Gets Busted (7G12) is an excellent social satire. It criticises the effect that the media 
has on us and how easily we (or the Americans; it doesn’t matter) are convinced of the public 
opinion, so it has also many elements of media satire in it. This is the plot of the episode: 
Homer eyewitnesses a robbery in a small store. The robber is the famous entertainer Krusty 
the Clown. The whole scene is also seen by a surveillance camera. Krusty gets arrested and 
his sidekick, Sideshow Bob, takes over his television show and turns it into a classy full of 
literature, classical music and interesting topics for young adults. Bart, however, does not 
believe in Krusty’s guilt. With the help of his sister he finds out that Sideshow Bob actually 
robbed the store and Krusty was innocent. 
That’s all the target group of the new episodes (season 13 and later) sees in this episode. So 
let us take a closer look on this milestone of satiric entertainment. 
 
The first scene shows Krusty asking the audience (4 to 10 year old kids) questions which are 
answered “unisono” by the kids. When they sit in the audience, they cease to be individuals 
and start to be mindless robots. Even Bart says: “I based my whole life on Krusty’s 
teachings”. Later, those kids will turn into mindless adults, which, in larger accumulations, 
turn into a mindless mob. Ironically, this kind of mob mentality will turn out to be Krusty’s 
doom. When the surveillance video of the robbery is shown on TV, everybody (except one 
little boy) believes in his guilt. Even the church, represented by reverend Lovejoy, condemns 
him. All citizens gather, put Krusty merchandising products on a huge pile and burn it [Note: 
As the products are children’s toys, they are made of highly poisonous materials and 
immediately catch fire (satire!)]. This brings us to another topic: Merchandising. What is the 
real tragedy here: The fact that Krusty was arrested, or the fact that Krusty is himself not more 
than a merchandising product? If the product doesn’t make profit anymore, Krusty will be 
cancelled. Not more than a merchandising product… That reminds me of the evolution that 
the series The Simpsons itself went through. It used to be the greatest cartoon series of all 
time, but now it is only about merchandising. It does not have to make sense, it does not have 
to be funny, as long as FOX makes enough profit through merchandising the show will stay 
on the air. The series has become what its authors made fun of in the early years (irony!). 
Back to the episode: The scene where Krusty is arrested shows us another feature of satire: 
exaggeration. Off the air, Krusty leads a quiet life. He pours himself a drink and sits down in a 
comfortable armchair, but all of a sudden a whole SWAT team storms his house just to arrest 
this single unarmed clown. It seems like the police arrests all criminals this way, as officer 
Wiggum seems to be rather bored by the procedure; quote: “You have the right to remain 
silent. Anything you say blah blah blah blah blah”. 
 
The scene where Krusty is judged guilty is a turning point for the story. Bart, who didn’t want 
to believe in Krusty’s guilt, but actually did, now is (for some reason) sure about his 
innocence. The whole Simpson family prepares for the public burning. This is where Bart 
takes over Lisa’s role: Thinking reasonably. He says: “Dad, you’re giving in to mob 
mentality”. You won’t hear this kind of sentence very often coming from Bart. But his father 
just answers: “Come on son, get with the winning team!” Even Lisa thinks that Krusty is 
guilty. Bart tells her that he has some kind of feeling, so they start researching and find out 
that Sideshow Bob framed Krusty. In the meantime Bob has turned Krusty’s show into 
something completely different. He reads from The Man with the Iron Mask and sings Cole 



Porter songs. He also doesn’t want to overflow the market with Sideshow Bob merchandising 
products. He wants to explore the upscale market. For instance limited edition prints, 
collector’s plates and so on. In his show, he doesn’t just try to manipulate the whole audience, 
like Krusty did and many others still do. He sees Bart, who looks troubled and he talks to him 
personally. This means he cares for the individual! Krusty never did that. 
 
Let’s have a break and ask the question: Who is the real villain here? Krusty is the victim, 
because he was framed by Sideshow Bob. But he also provided the oh-so-fatal mob mentality! 
You could even say that he brainwashed his audience. Sideshow Bob on the other hand is the 
offender, because he framed Krusty to get rid of him. But was that something so bad? For 
years, he stood in the background behind Krusty. He had to see how Krusty manipulated the 
children, made lots of money and always did the same junk on TV. He describes this best 
himself at the end of the episode: “His hackneyed shenanigans robbed me of my dignity for 
years. I played the buffoon while he wasted a fortune on his vulgar appetites”. Sideshow Bob 
figuratively turned a dump into a palace. He cares for the individual. He does something 
constructive. I ask again: Who is the villain here? I don’t know. That’s why I love this series. 
No one is 100 percent good or bad. Everyone has faults, everyone has good sides [Anyway, in 
the following seasons, Sideshow Bob will turn completely evil, to turn back to good in the 
later seasons. I think that’s because they needed an enemy for Bart]. 
 
Back to the irony: As Bart talks to Sideshow Bob, he finds out how to prove his guilt. The 
individuality supported by Sideshow was his own doom (remember: Krusty’s mob mentality 
was his doom). At the end, when Sideshow Bob is arrested, he utters a line which proves that 
he is not a real villain: “Treat kids as equals! They are people too! They are smarter than you 
think! They were smart enough to catch me!” Now that really had to be said! This is where 
Sideshow Bob became my hero. 
Another ironic thing: In Springfield which seems to be a city of freaks and idiots, it is 
refreshing to see that there are also at least two smart persons: Lisa and Sideshow Bob. 
Unfortunately, Bob is a criminal and Lisa does not have many friends. This portraits real live 
very well. Intelligent people, as they are the minority, can’t dare to show their real 
intelligence. If they do, they are laughed at (or don’t find friends). It’s the individual versus 
the mob. Oh dear individual, you don’t stand a chance! 
 
 
Simpson and Delilah (7F02) is another satire on society. This episode is about the prejudices 
society has on black people, homosexuals, minorities and people who are just a little bit 
different. 
 
At the beginning, Homer sees a commercial for “Dimoxinyl”, a hair growth product. He buys 
it and a few weeks later, he has full hair. His boss, Mr. Burns, calls him a “young go-getter” 
and Burns’ assistant, Waylon Smithers, who thinks that Homer is just a lazy idler (which is 
true), calls him “dynamic and resourceful”. Homer is promoted soon, although he didn’t 
become more productive. The only thing he changed was his hair. In the end he loses his hair 
again, because he can’t afford Dimoxinyl anymore. He has to do a speech in front of the staff 
and his speech is very good, but nobody listens to him, because they aren’t interested in the 
ideas of a bald guy. Homer loses his new, well-paid occupation and has to return to his old, 
dead-end job. 



 
Nobody is interested in what he says, just because he does not look very smart. This is the 
purest form of discrimination. Just because someone is black, doesn’t he have the same 
feelings and needs as a white man? Just because someone is old, does that mean that he is 
boring and overall a bit outdated? Just because someone is Austrian, does that mean that he 
can’t play soccer? No, it does not! As Martin Luther King Junior would say, no one should be 
judged by his outward appearance, but by the content of his character.  
A similar situation is also shown in the movie The Associate. Whoopi Goldberg plays a 
woman who wants to be successful at Wall Street. But as a black female, she is not taken 
seriously, so she has to “become” an old, white man named Robert Cutty, who she pretends 
being working for. Suddenly she is very successful and when the others want to award 
him/her a prize that only men have been awarded, she reveals her real identity. Everybody is 
shocked, but they realize, how discriminating they have been all the years. 
 
 
IV. Political Satire 
 
As long as there have been politicians politicising, there have been satirists satirizing them. 
For example in the Middle Ages, people were playing cards that were lampooning kings and 
queens, and singers wrote critical, yet funny songs about those celebrities. In the 19th century, 
satire had a less important role in literature, although there were some masters (as said in 
chapter I.). But the real breakthrough for political satire was the 20th century. Suddenly every 
writer was considering himself a satirist or humorist. 
 
Two Cars in Every Garage, Three Eyes on Every Fish (7F01) is a great political satire. It 
criticizes the lies in political campaigns and shows us, how scandals are made and prevented. 
The plot: Mr. Burns runs for governor. Unfortunately, a three-eyed fish is found near his 
power plant (caught by Bart). His advisors try to “neutralize the fish story” with a campaign 
advertisement, in which Mr. Burns assures the viewers that nothing is wrong and that the 
three-eyed fish is the product of natural selection. The viewers seem to believe him; as his 
campaign goes on, he becomes more and more popular and it is said that Burns might even 
win the election. In the night before the election, Burns has to have dinner with an ordinary 
family: The Simpsons. Marge, who hates Mr. Burns (and is a follower of his opponent, Mary 
Bailey) tricks him by serving three eyed fish. He tries to eat it, but then spits it out. Everyone 
is shocked and Burns loses the election. 
 
Let’s take a closer look at this episode. After the three-eyed fish is found, Governor Mary 
Bailey calls for an investigation of the power plant. The inspection team tells Mr. Burns that 
the plant is not safe and that they’ll shut it down, if he doesn’t fix it up (which would cost 56 
million dollars). Burns runs for governor, so he can decide what is safe and what isn’t. 
In the next scene, something very extraordinary takes place at the Simpson table: a political 
discussion. Homer wants to vote for Burns, because he is his boss, but Marge will vote for 
Bailey, because she, quote, “doesn’t see how such a despicable man has a chance against the 
state’s most beloved governor ever”. In the next scene we see how statistics and surveys in the 
media influence us all. Burns’ advisor quotes some surveys which say almost exactly what 
Marge said in the last scene (about the beloved Bailey and the despicable Burns). Burns also 
hires the best campaign team money can buy, who should make him beloved by all and turn 



Mary Bailey into a public enemy. They could easily change the people’s opinion on Mr. 
Burns, if there wasn’t one little problem: The three eyed fish. 
 
Okay, let’s sum up what we have got so far. Number one: The media have the power to 
change our opinions, as Marge has already showed us. Number two: Money makes nearly 
everything possible. But is our world really so bad, that a villain can be turned into a hero and 
a saint into a public enemy? 
Another example for the media changing people’s minds is Burns’ campaign advertisement. 
There he talks to an “actor portraying Charles Darwin” about the three-eyed fish and natural 
selection and so on. In spite (or maybe because) of the obvious senselessness of Burns’ 
advertisement, the voters love it and plan to vote for Burns. 
 
Although he was the one who started the campaign, Burns more and more becomes a figure in 
his campaign team’s chess game. He repeats the prepared phrases and he only tells the voters 
what they want to hear. He says that the taxes are too high and talks about “those bureaucrats 
down there in the state capital”. The voters seem to follow him. Mary Bailey, however, 
continues her fair and honest campaign. She says: “My worthy opponent thinks that the voters 
of this state are gullible fools. I, however, prefer to rely on their intelligence and good 
judgement”. Hearing this, an astounded reporter says: “Interesting strategy”, another one 
“Good luck…” It seems like telling the truth does not win an election. 
 
The title of this episode refers to a slogan from the fifties. The voters want prosperity, 
security, simplicity and also that everything stays the way it is. As long as there are two cars 
in every garage, it doesn’t matter how many eyes a fish has. 
 
The latest opinion polls show that Burns might win the election, but he has to have dinner 
with one of his workers to show the voters that he hasn’t lost contact with the common man. 
Homer and his family are chosen. The campaign team prepares them for the event. They want 
Lisa to ask a very silly question and when she asks: “Well, as long as I'm asking something, 
can I ask him to assuage my fears that he's contaminating the planet in a manner that may one 
day render it uninhabitable?”, they just say: “No, just the one question.” This shows us that 
most politicians don’t want to answer to complex or unpleasant questions. The voters just 
want to hear that the taxes will be lowered and that a couple of public buildings will be built. 
That’s enough information to decide for a candidate. It’s sad, but it’s true, not only on TV and 
not only in America. 
 
In the end, Burns loses the campaign. Marge tricks him by serving three eyed fish and when 
he spits it out, his popularity drops dramatically. And as his popularity drops, Burns himself is 
also dropped like a cold fish by his team. Suddenly he changes from the friendly governor 
back to his real self. He slips into a more active, but also desperate position. He says: “This 
anonymous clan of slack-jawed troglodytes has cost me the election, and yet if I were to have 
them killed, I would be the one to go to jail. That's democracy for you.” Burns tells Homer, 
that it will be his goal to keep al of Homer’s dreams unfulfilled. Homer is shocked. He thinks 
that there is nothing for him to hope for. But Marge soothes him by saying something very 
sweet and clever: “When a man's biggest dreams include seconds on dessert, occasional 
snuggling and sleeping in until noon on weekends, no one man can destroy them.” What she 



wants to say is that the mighty and influential ones can sure scare us, but they can’t take our 
dreams, especially not the humble ones. 
 
 
V. Media Satire 
 
In the past, satire was only found in books and plays. These times have changed. Nowadays, 
there are new means of criticising the world in a humorous way. Satires are mainly made for 
newspapers, radio and television. Ephraim Kishon is, at least in Europe, the king of 
newspaper satire. Douglas Adams brought us the satiric radio series “The Hitch Hiker’s Guide 
to the Galaxy”, which he also released in book form. But who were the kings of TV satire? 
 
One thing is for sure: Television brought a whole new dimension to satire. What Kishon 
called “the unbelievable power of the inverted commas” could now be expressed by a little 
sarcastic smile. And finally, satirists now could show and tell them at the same time about 
what is going wrong with the world. We also should not forget about all the visual effects 
they could use for their ideas. 
A small group of men from Britain knew this. I speak, of course, of “Monty Python’s Flying 
Circus”. 
 
If television is such a great medium for satire, which medium would be a better one to make 
fun of it than television itself? Of course there is also an episode from the Simpsons to prove 
this. 
 
 
Itchy & Scratchy & Marge (7F09) shows us the real potential of this wonderful series. It deals 
with a main problem, caricatures itself, shows us many things about the way things are 
working and asks many questions, but without offering a moral. The episode ends without 
solving the problem, without telling the viewers what is good and what is bad, what is right 
and what is wrong. This is the main reason, why many people call the Simpsons “our little 
philosophers”. 
 
Many other shows simply tell you what you have to do and what you have to think. They just 
use the easy point of view as the right one. But the public opinion or the opinion of the 
majority doesn’t have to be the right one. The writers of the Simpsons knew this. It is true that 
this series is some kind of philosophic, which this episode shows us. Like philosophy, it 
doesn’t give dogmatic answers to problems. It only asks questions, showing both sides of the 
coin and stimulates the viewer to think about the matter himself. 
 
In this case, the question is: Does violence on TV cause real violence, especially among 
children? 
 
The episode begins with the kids watching cartoons. Their favourite cartoon is called “Itchy & 
Scratchy”, a very violent show, based on the “Tom & Jerry” cartoons. Meanwhile, Homer is 
in the basement, trying to build a spice rack. Suddenly baby Maggie appears and hits him on 
the head with a mallet, which causes him to get unconscious. Marge asks herself, where 
Maggie got the idea to hit someone from. She soon finds the answer: TV is responsible! 



Marge forbids her kids to watch cartoons anymore and starts a demonstration in front of the 
Itchy & Scratchy studios. She wants that violent cartoons are banned from TV. Many parents 
take part in the demonstration. Marge also takes part in a TV discussion where she asks 
everyone to write letters. She has success; thousands of persons write in and boycott “Itchy & 
Scratchy”. To prevent getting off the air, the cartoon is turned into a completely non-violent 
version of itself and no kid wants to watch it anymore. Springfield suddenly changes into a 
peaceful wonderland where all the children are playing outside and everyone is nice to each 
other. The next day, Marge’s protest group wakes her up in the morning, telling her that they 
are going to protest against Michelangelo’s famous David statue, which is borrowed to the 
Springfield museum. Marge refuses to take part, because she likes this statue. She is then 
invented again to the TV discussion round, where she is asked, how she can be for one form 
of freedom of expression, like the naked David, and against another, like “Itchy & Scratchy”. 
She can’t answer the question. 
In the end “Itchy & Scratchy” is back to normal and nobody visits the museum to watch the 
statue. 
 
Back to the beginning of the episode: While Maggie is obviously inspired by the cartoons, 
Lisa and Bart are simply watching them without taking them seriously. Lisa even finds 
counterarguments for Marge’s opinion: “Mom, if you take our cartoons away, we'll grow up 
without a sense of humour and be robots.” 
 
Marge’s appearance in the discussion round is an excellent example for satiric dialog humour, 
which originates from the obscure and absurd content of the statements. 
Kent Brockman, who is the discussion leader, actually should be objective, but right at the 
beginning he says: “Are cartoons too violent for children? Most people would say, no, of 
course not, what kind of stupid question is that?” So he indirectly declares Marge’s opinion as 
“stupid”. He also is convinced by Roger Myers, chairman of the Itchy and Scratchy Studios, 
by the “unbelievable” fact, that there was violence long before cartoons were invented, the 
crusades, for example. Also a psychiatrist takes part in the discussion, but he doesn’t really 
have an opinion of the topic. He simply says that he enjoys watching this cartoon. Maybe this 
wants to show us, that even psychiatry isn’t sure about the effect of violence on TV on the 
viewers. 
 
Roger Myers is of the opinion, that a single person can’t make a change, so he doesn’t take 
Marge seriously. But Marge asks everyone to write letters and the people really do that. The 
cartoon is boycotted; this means that the parents don’t let their children watch it. Myers is 
scared of the idea that his show is banned from television, so he decides to make “Itchy & 
Scratchy” a non-violent show. The children don’t like this change and do something they 
haven’t done in years: They turn off their TVs. Here the authors use a fantastic form of satiric 
exaggeration, by creating a wonderful scene with which they show the complete opposite of 
what they believe. The scene is underlied by Beethoven’s sixth symphony (“Peter and the 
Wolf”) and shows the world of Springfield in perfect peace and harmony. All kids are playing 
outside; some kids even play games that have not been played since the nineteenth century. 
Nobody is fighting, everyone is happy; we can see a child helping an old person to cross the 
street. At the end of the sequence we see the school bully painting a fence. It seems like his 
aggression can only be blamed on the effect of brutal cartoons. The world seems so perfect, 



that one might even be frightened by it. Of course this kind of utopia can’t work, because it is 
unrealistic and only based on the simplification of the problem. 
Very soon, Marge is confronted with the consequences and the continuation of her own little 
“crusade”. One of Marge’s favourite sculptures should be banned from Springfield. Is 
Michelangelo’s David’s nakedness reprehensible or only a form of freedom of expression? 
And is brutality on TV only freedom of expression, too? Marge can’t answer this question. 
She gives in and says: “I guess one person can make a difference, but most of the time, they 
probably shouldn't…” As a consequence, Roger Myers is not afraid anymore, so “Itchy & 
Scratchy” is normalized. 
Not only that, but also everything else is back to normal. The streets are emptied, the 
playground is abandoned, a cold wind blows and all the kids are inside, watching their 
favourite violent cartoon again. Maggie is watching, too and in the end she fires a toy arrow at 
a picture of Homer. Whether this is means that violence on TV is a bad thing or not is not 
clear. At the end there is a short scene with Homer and Marge in the museum, which ends the 
episode with a little joke and proves that the family’s integrity stays after all. 
 
 
VI. Ephraim Kishon – A short biography 
 
Ephraim Kishon is an Israeli satirist, playwright, film writer and director. 
 
He was born as Ferenc Hoffmann on August 23rd 1924 in Budapest. His father Dezsö was a 
bank manager, his mother Elisabeth his secretary. In 1941 he made his school-leaving exam 
in Budapest. One year earlier, he won a national novella contest. Because of the new laws for 
Jews, he was not allowed to start his studies, so he began an apprenticeship as a goldsmith. 
 
In 1945 he should have been brought to an extermination camp. Fortunately, he managed to 
escape and disguised himself as a Slovakian worker. He survived the war, so did his parents 
and his sisters, but the 16 other members of his family were all killed in Nazi camps. 
 
After the world war he began his studies at the art-historical faculty of the University of 
Budapest. He received his diploma in 1948, but writing more and more became his favourite 
occupation. When Kishon’s aunt sent his first satire (without his knowledge) in to a national 
contest of the leading Hungarian literary magazine, he was awarded the first prize. This way 
he became member of the satiric magazine Ludas Matyi. He also began writing plays and 
satires. 
 
One year later he had to flee again, this time from the communists. In 1949 he came to Israel 
where he and his wife had to share a small cottage with a Marconi family. This was also when 
an immigration officer gave him the name he became famous under: Ephraim Kishon. In 1951 
he and two of his friends opened a workshop in Pardes Hanna. But his work as locksmith and 
mechanic did not last for a long time, because the same year he became member of the 
editorial staff of Uj Kelet. The year of 1952 he spent in a small room learning Hebrew. Later 
he begins writing a daily column for the largest Israeli daily newspaper Maariv. 
 
In 1957 his first son Rafael (called “Rafi”) is born, but the marriage with his wife Chava is 
divorced. In 1959 he marries Sara Lipovitz, the so-called “best wife of them all”. Sara is a 



graduate of the New York Julliard School. In 1964 his son Amir and in 1968 his daughter 
Renana are born. 
 
His full-length play, Ha-Ketubbah (“The Marriage Contract"), had one of the longest runs in 
the history of Israeli theatre, while his feature films, Sallah Shabbati and Blaumilch Canal, 
which he wrote, directed, and produced, enjoyed international distribution. His sketches and 
plays have been performed, in translation, on the stages and television networks of several 
countries. From 1959 to 1962 he wrote 8 plays in Israel and other countries. Collections of his 
humorous writings have appeared in Hebrew and in translation, including Look Back Mrs. Lot 
(1960), Noah's Ark, Tourist Class (1962), The Seasick Whale (1965), and two books on the 
Six-Day War and its aftermath, So Sorry We Won (1967), and Woe to the Victors (1969). In 
1997 his latest book My Comb was released. 
 
Until now, Kishon has written more than 50 books, translated into 37 languages. Worldwide 
they were sold more than 42 million times. 
 
In 2002, his wife Sara dies. One year later he marries the Austrian Authoress Lisa Witasek. 
 
 
Epilogue: 
 
To sum all that up: We have seen that satire is, has always been and always will be part of our 
lives. It is used to criticize social defects without making the reader, listener or viewer 
depressive. Sometimes it even makes you think about problems you would normally ignore 
completely. 
 
Satire is in all kinds of media. It exists in written, spoken and filmed form. It already existed 
thousands of years ago. The old Romans knew that satire dominates our lives. It’s impossible 
not to write satire! 
 
We also learned that satire is actually possible in cartoons and that it is not dependent on 
anything, except reality. 
 
Satire has many different faces. There are satires about politics, society, the media, men, 
women, foreign countries; in fact there are satires on everything. The Romans said, “Satire is 
all ours”, but actually it should be, “Satire owns us all”. 
 
And to come to an end: As I previously said, satire is one of the oldest and most sophisticated 
forms of comedy and therefore immortal. As long as there are problems in the world, there 
will also be satire. The only way to make satire needless and thus destroying it would be to 
create an utterly perfect society without any problems and faults, but I am positive that this 
won’t happen. 


